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By Hobart M. Smith (Department oj Zoology and Muaeumof Natural
History, University oJ Illinois, Urbana, Illinois, U.S.A.)

Certainly the preservation of Lystrophis in the commonly accepted modem
sense is highly desirable and strong^ preferable to the change that woiild be
required in this case by strict application of the Law of Priority. Therefore
approval is recommended of the proposals to (a) suppress the generic name Rhino-
stoma Fitzinger, 1826, and the specific name nasxui Wagler, 1830 ; to (b) place
each of those names on the appropriate Official Index ; and to (c) place three generic
names (Lystrophis, Phimophis, Simophis) and five specific names (dorbignyi,
guianensis, guerini, nigrum, rhinostoma) on the appropriate Official Lists. This
involves an unfortunate shift of the name guerini from one species to another,
but because of the intertwined history of species and names, their lack of prominence
even in systematic literature, and the clear fixation of the new terminology in the
pending monographs by Dr. Bailey, the recommended shift appears to me the
best possible solution.

I am not, however, aware of any necessity for inclusion on the Official Indexes
of Fitzinger's names Rhinosiphon, Rhinaspis, or prohoscidea, all of which are
nomina nuda and therefore non-existent in nomenclature. Siu-ely nomina nuda
as such should not and in reality perhaps cannot be entered on any Official List
or Index, simply because they are agreed, I understand, not to exist so far as
zoological nomenclature is concerned. I do not, therefore, recommend the proposal
to place the names on the Official Indexes.

The name Rhinosimus of Dumeril, Bibron and Dxmaeril likewise surely does not
require official attention and inclusion on the Official Index because it is already
dead, stillbom, and by aU Codes unavailable for taxonomic usage (save by petition),
because of absolute junior homonymy. It is siu-ely imwise to clutter the record
with compoimded rejections when the original is so imiversally regarded as final.

By A. do Amaral (Sao Paulo, Brazil)

I amwriting to support the proposal submitted by Joseph B. Bailey to validate
the generic name Lystrophis Cope, 1885, in the light of basic arguments as briefly
taken from the revisionary study he has just finished of some South American
serpents with protuberant snout.

Much as I should like to refrain, as a Commissioner, from expressing an opinion
at the present stage of the question, I feel, as a specialist on Neotropic reptiles,
I am boimd to disclose my own view, inasmuch as I made an attempt, twice in the
past, to get over the great confusion of names involved in that heterogenous group
of snakes (in Rev. Mus. Paulisia, 1926, XIV: 12, 26, 29 et Mem. Inst. Butantan, 1929,
IV : 36, 39-41) ; and twice had I to give it up both for scarcity of comparative
material and for lack of time, called as I was by urgent executive duties. Based,
however, on the experience I have gained in the meantime and on the data brought
out by J. B. Bailey, I deem his proposal really not to be apt to cause too profound
a disturbance to oiu- present nomenclature and to be likely otherwise to facilitate
the imderstanding of the past literatiu-e on the Neotropical ophidians, both agly-
phodont and opisthioglyphodont, provided with a horizontal sharply edged rostral
shield.
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